REMARKS 

Claim 1 was rejected as being unpatentable over Compton in view of Agnihotri 
and Reilly. It is respectfully submitted that amended claim 1 is patentable over the 
combined teachings of Compton, Agnihotri, and Reilly. 

For example, users of Compton' s system do not search for streaming video files 
on the actual web sites. Rather, users of Compton' s system may search for a particular 
video segment in a seachable archive database. See column 4, lines 30-42. The result of 
the database search is an indicator of the location and a web-link to access the requested 
video segment. Id, Altematively, a user of Compton 's system may select a category 
button on a home page to access a clip from a particular web site. See column 4, lines 
19-42; column 7, lines 16-27. Thus, the archive search does not yield a representation of 
a streaming video file displayed as a graphical user interface, and a clip accessed from a 
particular web site does not result in a search of many web sites. As such, Compton fails 
to disclose automatically searching for streaming video files on a plurality of web sites, 
the web sites independently searched, selecting particular streaming video files from the 
plurality of web sites based on the text search using keywords, or, in response to the 
search, generating representations of the selected video files. 

Reilly fails to cure the deficiencies of Compton. In the Office action, the examiner 
concedes that Compton does not teach or suggest streaming video files organized by 
categories for display. Likewise, Reilly fails to disclose organizing representations of 
streaming video files by categories for display as a graphical user interface. For example, 
Reilly' s category buttons are indicative of information categories created/updated by a 
person other than the subscriber. See column 4, lines 23-49; column 9, lines 36-41; 
column 13, lines 37-48. Thus, the categories are not user-definable. Further, news 
stories are associated with the category; the news stories being text. See, e.g., column 8, 
lines 49-50. Although the news stories may, in some instances, include photographs, the 
photographs are not indicated as being streamed. See column 4, lines 59-60; column 9, 
lines 1-10. Thus, neither Compton nor Reilly disclose generating representations of 
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selected streaming video files, organized by category for display as a graphical user 
interface in response to a search of a plurality of web sites. As such, independent claim 1 
and claims dependent thereon are patentable over Compton in view of Agnihotri and 
Reilly. 

Under a similar analysis, independent claims 1 1 and 20 and respective dependent 
claims are also believed to be patentable over the cited references. 

In view of the amendment and remarks herein, the application is in condition for 
allowance. The examiner's prompt action in accordance therewith is respectfully 
requested. The commissioner is authorized to charge any additional fees, including 
extension of time fees, or credit any overpayment to the deposit account 20-1504 
(ITL.0409US). 



Respectfully submitted. 



Date 




RhoW L. Sheldon, Reg. No. 50,457 
TROP, PRUNER & HU, P.C. 
8554 Katy Freeway, Suite 100 



Houston, TX 77024 
713/468-8880 [Phone] 
713/468-8883 [Fax] 



Attorneys For Intel Corporation 



Customer No.: 21906 



7 



